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REPLY BRIEF 

Applicant files this Reply Brief to the Examiner's Answer of April 20, 2007, in 
accordance with the provisions of 37 C.F.R. § 1.193 for the reason that the Examiner's Answer 
erroneously states that Haber et al. contains a "computer-searchable identifier" as required by 
independent Claim 7 of the present application. 

The aforementioned error arises in the following sentences constituting the final 
paragraph of page 4 of the Examiner's Answer: 

"[Applicant's Appeal Brief] asserts that Haber et al. does not show a computer- 
searchable identifier. The Examiner does not concur. The searchable identifier is 
the time data and the catenate certificate number." 

As noted on page 7 of Applicant's Appeal Brief filed January 12, 2007, in which the 
Haber et al. reference is discussed in detail, Haber, et al. merely discloses a method of 
authenticating the date on which a particular document is transmitted to a third-party, namely an 
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"outside time-stamping agency (TSA)/' by creating a catenate value. "The resulting catenate 
value is then included with time and other identifying data in a document, now a certificate of the 
temporal existence of the original document, which is transmitted back to the author where it will 
be held for later use in any required proof of such existence." Haber et al. at col. 3, lines 21-27. 
In other words, the "time and other identifying data in a document" described by Haber et al. 
refers to data relating to the time stamping of the secondary document that is created and sent to 
the author, and not to the underlying content of the original document, as recited in Applicant's 
claim 7 (namely, "a computer-searchable identifier of said digital, audio-visual record'). The 
author of the media at issue in Haber et al. receives a singular, encrypted certificate or receipt 
for each document submitted to the TSA. This receipt merely notes the date on which the 
document was submitted by the third-party user of the TSA. Although that receipt may be 
computer searchable, a computer-searchable identifier of a user's submission of a document is 
completely different from "a computer-searchable identifier of said digital, audio-visual record,'' 
as recited by Claim 7 (emphasis added). Indeed, a review of the specification makes clear that 
the computer-searchable identifiers claimed in claim 7 are those which describe or relate to the 
actual content of the underlying digital, audio-visual record. For example, the specification lists 
several exemplary content-related identifiers, such as "the customer's name, address, vehicle 
purchased, time, date, etc. for cataloging the to-be-generated audio/visual record of the 
transaction." Application at Page 8, lines 1-3. Thus, for example, practitioners of the claimed 
method could "search for all transactions on a particular date, by a certain sales staff member, 
involving a particular vehicle or product." Id, at Page 9, lines 2-5. Haber, et al, does not 
disclose or suggest any such computer-searchable identifier of the content of the digital audio- 
visual record as claimed by Applicant. 

In regards to the other arguments listed in the Examiner's Answer, Applicant hereby 
reiterates its disagreement and maintains the arguments originally made of record in Applicant's 
Appeal Brief. For the foregoing reasons, Applicant believes that the Examiner's rejections of 
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Claims 7-10 were erroneous, and reversal of his decision and allowance of those claims are 
respectfully requested. 

Entry of this Reply Brief is eamestly solicited. No fee is believed to be required for this 
Reply Brief according to 37 C.F.R. § 1.193. This Reply Brief does not include any new or non- 
admitted amendment, or any new or non-admitted affidavit or other evidence pursuant to 37 
C.F.R. §41.41. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Cox Smith Matthews Incorporated 
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